THE  TARIFF 


Mr.  STANTON,  of  Ohio,  said: 

Mr.  Chairman:  So  long  as  this  discussion  was 
confined  to  the  revenue  aspect  of  the  tarilf,  I  was 
not  disposed  to  participate  in  it.  But  since  it  has 
been  so  extended  as  to  include  its  effects  upon  the 
industrial  interests  of  the  country,  I  feel  disposed, 
as  a  representative  of  a  grain-growing,  agricultural 
district,  to  give  my  views  upon  it.  I  feel  the  more 
inclined  to  do  this,  for  the  reason  that  some  gen¬ 
tlemen  on  this  side  of  the  House  have  advanced 
doctrines  against  which  I  wish  to  enter  my  protest. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York,  [Mr.  Brooks,] 
on  the  first  presentation  of  this  subject,  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  his  published  remarks  a  project  of  a  bill, 
indicating  the  modifications  he  desired  to  make  in 
the  tariff  of  1846.  One  of  these  was  the  admission 
of  wool,  costing  not  more  than  ten  cents  per  pound, 
at  the  place  of  production,  duty  free. 

The  gentleman  from  Massachusetts,  [Mr.  Dun¬ 
can,]  in  his  remarks  the  other  day,  proposed  to 
abolish  the  duty  on  coarse  wool  and  flax.  I  do 
not  know  that  flax  is  extensively  produced  in  this 
country.  But  I  do  not  see  why  it  is  not  as  well 
adapted  to  the  soil  and  climate  of  this  country  as 
any  other;  and  I  suppose  it  will  be  produced  when¬ 
ever  the  demand  will  justify. 

As  to  coarse  wool,  I  know  it  is  said  that  the 
description  of  wool  sought  to  be  exempted  from 
duty  is  not  produced  in  this  country,  and  that  the 
wool-growers  of  this  country  will  not  be  affected 
by  abolishing  the  duty.  It  is  impossible  to  deter¬ 
mine  with  any  certainty  what  quality  of  wool  may 
be  produced  at  ten  cents  per  pound  in  the  tem¬ 
perate  climate,  and  upon  the  wild  lands  of  South 
America,  where  it  costs  nothing  but  the  labor  of 
shearing.  I  can  see  no  reason  why  fine  sheep 
may  not  be  introduced  there,  that  would  produce 
a  fair  quality  of  wool  at  a  low  price,  for  many 
years,  before  the  climate  would  deteriorate  it  to 
the  lowest  grade  of  wool  that  is  in  use. 

But  my  information  is,  that  the  coarse  wool 
that  is  now  imported  is  so  mixed  with  dirt  when 
imported  that  it  loses  from  twenty-five  to  fifty  per 
cent,  in  weight  in  the  process  of  cleansing  before 
it  is  fit  for  use.  So  that  while  it  may  in  fact  not 
be  worth  more  than  ten  cents  per  pound  at  the 


place  of  production,  in  the  condition  in  which  it  is 
imported,  yet  it  may  be  worth  from  fifteen  to 
twenty  cents  when  it  is  cleansed  and  prepared  for 
the  manufacturer. 

But  aside  from  these  considerations,  there  is  the 
risk  of  false  invoices  and  custom-house  oaths, 
under  which  my  friends  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Brooks]  and  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Duncan]  tell 
me  immense  frauds  are  constantly  perpetrated. 
And  this  is  a  difficulty  that  I  see  no  way  of  avoid¬ 
ing,  as  the  quality  to  be  imported  free  of  duty 
must  be  determined  by  a  foreign  valuation,  as  I 
do  not  understand  that  anybody  proposes  to  sub¬ 
stitute  a  custom-house  valuation  in  this  country 
for  the  foreign  valuation  now  in  use.  The  wool¬ 
growing  interest  is  now  one  of  the  largest  and 
most  important  in  the  country,  and  cannot  be 
sacrificed  or  placed  in  jeopardy  for  any  real  or 
imaginary  benefit  that  is  to  result  to  the  manufac¬ 
turer.  W e  will  unite  with  you  in  imposing  any 
duty  on  importations  of  woolen  goods  that  may 
be  necessary  to  enable  you  to  sustain  your  manu¬ 
facturers;  but  we  cannot  consent  to  sustain  them 
by  reducing  the  price  of  our  products.  The 
friends  of  protection  have  no  more  steadfast  ally 
upon  this  floor  than  I  am;  but  they  cannot  expect 
me  to  support  a  measure  which  strikes  at  one  of 
the  most  important  interests  of  the  district  which 
I  represent. 

The  proposition  before  the  committee  is  for  an 
inquiry  into  the  proper  mode  of  reducing  the 
revenue  arising  from  the  duties  on  imports  to 
such  an  amount  as  will  be  only  sufficient,  with 
the  revenue  arising  from  other  sources,  to  defray 
the  expenses  of  the  Government  under  an  eco¬ 
nomical  administration. 

If  the  existing  surplus  with  that  which  may 
hereafter  accrue,  could  be  applied  to  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  rivers  and  harbors  of  the  country, 
and  to  other  works  of  internal  improvement,  of  a 
national  character,  I  should  be  opposed  to  any 
reduction;  or  if  the  national  debt  was  now  re¬ 
deemable,  or  the  stocks  of  the  Government  could 
be  purchased  at  a  reasonable  rate,  or  if  a  sinking 
fund  could  be  created  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be 
secure,  and  yield  any  reasonable  profits,  I  should 
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regard  it  as  preferable  to  any  diminution  of  the 
revenue.  But  assuming  that  no  such  disposition 
can  or  will  be  made  of  it,  the  question  arises, 
How  shall  its  accumulation  be  prevented? 

Besides  the  effect  which  locking  up  so  large  a 
sum  in  the  coffers  of  the  Government  may  have 
upon  the  trade  and  business  of  the  country,  there 
are  other  objections  to  the  accumulation  of  a  large 
surplus,  which  have  a  controlling  influence  on  my 
mind.  The  natural,  necessary,  and  inevitable  tend¬ 
ency  of  a  continued  surplus  in  the  Treasury,  is  to 
beget  profligate  and  extravagant  expenditures. 
Public  functionaries  will  be  pressing  for  increased 
compensation;  claimants  upon  the  Government 
will  be  prompted  to  enlarge  their  demands;  and 
new  claims,  hitherto  unheard  of,  will  be  gotten 
up,  and  pressed  upon  Congress  and  the  Executive 
Departments,  by  all  the  corrupt  and  corrupting 
appliances  which  avarice  and  cupidity  can  devise. 
Already  a  proposition  is  made  to  build  mansion- 
houses  for  the  Vice  President  and  heads  of  De¬ 
partments,  and  to  furnish  them,  and  provide  them 
with  lights  and  fuel,  at  the  public  expense. 

Propositions  are  also  pending,  for  additional 
compensation  to  some  three  or  four  additional 
lines  of  ocean  mail  steamers,  based  upon  the  pre¬ 
cedent  set  at  the  last  session,  in  the  appropriation 
for  the  Collins  line.  And  from  all  parts  of  the 
country  there  will  come  up  a  deafening  horse¬ 
leech  cry  of  “Give!”  “Give!”  If  the  evil  conse¬ 
quences  of  this  state  of  things  did  not  extend 
beyond  the  loss  of  some  twenty  or  thirty  millions, 
of  which  the  public  Treasury  will  be  plundered,  it 
would  not  be  a  matter  of  so  much  importance. 

But  the  tendency  of  such  a  state  of  things,  to 
beget  extravagance  and  profligacy  in  public  and 
private  expenditures,  and  to  pervert  the  moral 
sense  of  public  functionaries,  must  go  far  to  im¬ 
pair  and  undermine  republican  institutions,  and 
bring  them  into  disgrace  and  contempt. 

I  have  no  sympathy  with  the  clamor  which  I 
hear,  about  the  sufferings  of  the  office  holders,  on 
account  of  their  inability  to  live  upon  the  compen¬ 
sation  now  allowed  by  law.  If  any  of  the  heads 
of  Departments  cannot  live  on  $6,000  a  year,  it 
would,  to  my  mind,  furnish  a  very  good  reason 
for  turning  them  out  of  office,  but  not  for  increas¬ 
ing  their  salaries. 

The  great  mass  of  the  people  of  the  country, 
who  pay  the  revenues  from  which  the  compensa¬ 
tion  of  public  functionaries  is  derived,  live  on  a 
smaller  annual  income  than  is  paid  to  the  worst 
paid  clerk  in  the  public  service.  And  I  can  see 
no  reason  why  the  hired  servants  of  the  people 
should  be  paid  better  than  their  masters. 

A  public  functionary  acquires  no  additional 
dignity  or  consequence  in  the  estimation  of  any 
sensible  man,  at  home  or  abroad,  by  clothing 
himself  in  “  purple  and  fine  linen,  ’  or  attempting, 
in  any. manner,  to  ape  the  nobility  or  aristocracy 
of  the  old  broken  down  despotisms  of  Europe. 
On  the  contrary,  he  brings  upon  himself  and  his 
country  the  ridicule  and  contempt  of  the  very  men 
whose  footsteps  he  is  so  obsequiously  following. 
The  consideration  and  standing  of  the  United 
States  does  not  depend  upon  any  matter  of  court 
etiquette  or  silly  display,  but  upon  the  power  and 
resources  of  the  country,  and  the  character  of  the 
people  for  honesty,  intelligence,  enterprise,  and 
coui’age;  upon  their  capacity  to  understand  their 
rights,  and  upon  the  spirit  and  courage  with 


which  they  are  always  ready  to  maintain  them. 
Economy  in  public  expenditures,  and  plainness 
and  simplicity  in  public  functionaries,  is  indis¬ 
pensable  to  the  preservation  of  republican  institu¬ 
tions. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  opposed  to  the  accumu¬ 
lation  of  any  considerable  surplus  in  the  public 
Treasury,  and  am  prepared  to  go  into  the  inquiry 
as  to  the  best  mode  of  preventing  it.  Two  prom¬ 
inent  modes  of  accomplishing  this  object  are  pre¬ 
sented. 

1st.  By  making  a  pro  rata  reduction  of  duties 
upon  all  imports  that  now  pay  duty. 

2d.  By  abolishing  entirely  the  duties  upon  sun¬ 
dry  articles  of  import  that  do  not  come  into  com¬ 
petition  with  the  productions  of  this  country. 

The  first  I  understand  to  be  the  one  generally 
advocated  on  the  other  side  of  the  Hall,  and  the 
second  is  the  one  generally  favored  on  this  side. 

I  know  there  are  exceptions  on  both  sides,  and 
j  that  there  may  be  many  who  would  make  slight 
modifications  in  the  terms  of  these  propositions. 

|  But  they  define  with  sufficient  certainty  for  the 
i  purpose  which  I  have  in  view  the  position  of  the 
great  body  of  the  members  upon  this  floor.  I  am 
ready  to  unite  in  such  an  adjustment  of  duties  as 
will  reduce  the  revenue  arising  from  duties  on  im¬ 
ports;  provided  always  that  the  protection  now 
afforded  to  the  industry  of  the  country  shall  not 
be  affected  by  the  change.  I  admit  that  I  am  so 
far  behind  this  progressive  age  as  to  be  in  favor  of 
“protection  for  the  sake  of  protection.”  In  the 
adjustment  of  duties  on  imports,  my  primary  ob¬ 
ject  is  protection;  but  I  am  willing  to  keep  the 
effects  of  it  upon  the  revenue  in  view  as  an  inci¬ 
dental  and  secondary  consideration.  I  speak  for 
no  one  but  myself,  and  no  party  nor  no  individual 
but  myself  is  responsible  for  my  opinions.  I  ad¬ 
vocate  protection  to  the  manufacturer,  not  for  his 
sake  only  or  mainly,  but  because  I  wish  to  build 
up  a  consuming  class  that  will  create  a  market  for 
the  agricultural  products  of  the  country.  I  know 
that  in  a  country  of  such  vast  extent,  with  a  soil 
!  of  such  unequaled  fertility,  and  a  climate  so  va¬ 
rious,  that  agriculture  must,  for  generations  to 
come,  if  not  in  all  future  time,  be  the  great,  lead¬ 
ing,  and  paramount  interest  of  the  country. 

In  all  our  legislation,  therefore,  I  look  mainly 
to  its  effect  upon  agricultural  pursuits  And  I 
know  that  the  farmer  can  never  prosper  without 
an  adequate,  certain,  and  uniform  market  for  his 
products.  And  my  settled  conviction  is,  that  a 
home  market  is  better  than  a  foreign,  because  it 
;  saves  the  expense  of  distant  transportation  for  his 
i  heavy  and  bulky  commodities,  and  is  not  affected 
by  foreign  wars,  famines,  or  commercial  revul- 
j  sions. 

!  I  cannot  perceive  the  wisdom  of  importing  im¬ 
mense  cargoes  of  railroad  iron  from  Wales  and 
England,  and  laying  it  down  upon  the  banks  of 
the  Juniata,  and  the  tributaries  of  the  Alleghany, 
over  the  richest  deposits  of  iron  and  coal  that  can 
be  found  in  the  universe,  and  sending  the  wheat 
raised  upon  the  adjoining  farms  in  New  York  and 
Pennsylvania,  to  Wales  and  England  to  pay  for 
it.  I  think  it  would  be  better  to  bring  the  opera¬ 
tives  from  Wales  and  England  to  New  York  and 
Pennsylvania,  where  they  would  make  just  as 
much  iron,  and  eat  just  as  much  wheat,  as  they 
now  do,  and  save  the  expense  of  transportation 
both  ways. 
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In  short,  I  believe  that  reason  and  common  sense 
teaches,  and  that  all  experience  proves,  that  na¬ 
tional  and  individual  prosperity  is  best  promoted 
and  secured,  by  each  nation  producingby  thelabor 
of  its  own  citizens,  every  commodity  adapted  to  its 
soil  and  climate,  which  can  be  produced  with  as 
little  labor  at  home  as  abroad.  All  history  proves 
that  where  there  is  the  greatest  diversity  of  pur¬ 
suits,  and  the  most  extensive  exchange  of  com¬ 
modities  amongst  the  people  of any  country,  there 
is  always  the  largest  accumulation  of  wealth,  and 
the  greatest  national  and  individual  prosperity. 

On  the  other  hand,  where  a  nation  devotes  the 
labor  of  its  entire  population  to  a  single  pursuit, 
(and  especially  to  agriculture,)  the  people  are  uni¬ 
formly  poor,  and  the  nation  feeble  and  defenseless. 
The  reason  is  obvious.  Raw  agricultural  products 
are  extremely  bulky  and  heavy  in  proportion  to 
their  value.  Many  of  them  will  not  bear  trans¬ 
portation  at  all. 

The  timber  of  Minnesota  and  Wisconsin  would 
be  worth  millions  in  the  neighborhood  of  New 
York  or  Cincinnati,  but  is  an  incumbrance  to  the 
owner  of  the  land,  who  has  to  destroy  it  at  great 
labor  and  expense  to  bring  his  land  into  cultiva¬ 
tion. 

A  bushel  of  wheat  cannot  be  transported  from 
the  interior  of  Indiana  or  Illinois,  to  Liverpool, 
for  less  than  sixty  cents,  and  will  sell  for  one  dollar 
and  twenty  cents  when  it  gets  there,  leaving  the 
farmer  sixty  cents. 

Thus  for  the  leading  staple  of  the  Northwest, 
the  cost  of  transportation  is  equal  to  the  cost  of 
production,  and  equal  to  fifty  per  cent,  upon  the 
selling  price  at  the  place  of  consumption. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  manufacturer  in  Manches¬ 
ter  sends  to  Indiana  or  Illinois  an  equal  weight  of 
silks  or  other  fine  fabrics  for  about  the  same  price, 
say  sixty  or  seventy-five  cents,  and  sells  them  for 
$1,200  or  $1,500.  The  cost  of  transportation  is 
nothing.  And  while  the  British  manufacturer  can 
send  his  fabrics  to  any  part  of  the  ^commercial 
world  and  sell  them  at  five  or  ten  per  cent,  advance 
upon  the  cost  of  production  in  Manchester  or  ; 
Leeds,  the  American  farmer  is  confined  to  such 
commodities,  and  such  markets  as  will  pay  trans¬ 
portation.  No  wonder  John  Bull  is  willing  to  pay 
liberally  for  teaching  Brother  Jonathan  the  mys¬ 
teries  of  free  trade. 

If  we  were  the  sole  producer  of  these  agricultural 
products,  and  could  command  our  own  prices  in 
foreign  markets,  we  might,  by  demanding  high 
prices  for  them,  to  some  extent  indemnify  our¬ 
selves  against  the  enormous  expense  of  transpor-  j 
tation. 

But  our  farmers  have  to  come  into  competition 
with  the  wheat-growers  from  Russia,  Poland,  the 
northern  part  of  Germany,  and  other  countries 
bordering  upon  the  Baltic  and  Black  seas.  They 
can  produce  wheat  as  cheap  or  cheaper  than  we 
can,  and  are  much  closer  to  the  market.  We  are 
therefore  compelled  to  sell  as  cheap  as  they  do,  or 
not  sell  at  all. 

It  must  be  obvious  that  such  a  trade  as  this  is 
entirely  one-sided,  and  that  an  agricultural  coun¬ 
try  can  stand  no  chance  with  a  manufacturing 
country  under  unrestricted  free  trade.  Hence, 
you  find  that  the  great  centers  of  commerce  are 
always  in  the  manufacturing  countries.  Why  is 
it  that  exchange  is  in  favor  of  London  against 
the  whole  commercial  world  ?  Because  England  is 


the  great  work-shop  of  the  world,  and  exchanges 
her  light  and  costly  fabrics  for  the  raw  and  bulky 
productions  of  other  countries.  It  is  not  my 
intention,  however,  to  discuss  in  detail,  or  at 
any  considerable  length,  this  doctrine  of  protec¬ 
tion. 

I  desire,  however,  to  notice  one  point  made  in 
the  very  able  speech  of  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina,  [Mr.  Woodward,]  the  other  day. 

His  proposition  is,  that  a  permanent  revenue 
tariff  is  impossible.  That  it  is  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  cost  of  foreign  and  domestic  production, 
that  enables  imports  to  pay  duties.  That  this  dif¬ 
ference  is  constantly  diminishing.  That  Amer¬ 
ican  skill  is  advancing.  American  profits  are  low¬ 
ering.  American  economy  is  improving.  Ma¬ 
chinery — which  makes  everything  now — the  hands 
of  man  do  but  little — is  as  skillful  in  the  United 
i  States  as  in  England. 

If  there  could  be  any  doubt  about  the  sound¬ 
ness  of  the  gentleman’s  logic,  his  illustrations 
prove  its  correctness  beyond  controversy. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  that  the  competition  be¬ 
tween  foreign  and  domestic  manufacturers,  is 
|  constantly  stimulating  the  enterprise  and  invention 
j  of  our  peopled  to  introduce  cheaper  modes  of  pro- 
;  duction  to  such  an  extent,  that  even  ad  valorem 
I  duties,  that  are  constantly  diminishing  with  the 
i  diminished  cost  of  imports,  ultimately  become 
prohibitory,  and  yield  no  revenue.  But  does  it 
never  occur  to  the  gentleman,  that  while  the 
revenues  of  the  Government  are  diminishing,  the 
people  are  gaining  in  the  diminished  cost  of  the 
I  commodities  which  they  consume,  and  in  the 
diversity  of  pursuits  amongst  our  people,  which 
makes  them  purchasers  of  each  other’s  products, 
instead  of  rivals  in  the  sale  of  the  same  commo¬ 
dity  ? 

And  while  I  admit  that  the  gentleman’s  argu¬ 
ment  is  sound,  so  far  as  it  applies  to  the  effect  of 
the  tariff  upon  the  revenue,  I  think  he  must  also 
admit  that  when  the  friends  of  protection  use  the 
sajne  argument  to  show  that  commodities  are  ul¬ 
timately  reduced  in  price  to  the  consumer  by  steady 
and  uniform  protection,  that  they  are  also  cor¬ 
rect. 

In  fact  the  gentleman’s  argument  is  a  full  and 
unequivocal  admission  of  the  proposition  which 
the  advocates  of  protection  have  been  urgingupon 
the  country  for  thirty  or  forty  years;  that  the 
ultimate  effect  of  protection  would  be,  to  reduce 
the  price  of  the  protected  article.  This  argument 
has  heretofore  been  scoffed  and  jeered  at,  by  the 
opponents  of  protection,  as  ridiculous  and  absurd. 
I  am  much  gratified  to  find  that  it  has  secured 
the  powerful  support  of  so  distinguished  an  advo- 
1  cate  of  free  trade  as  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina.  The  gentleman  is  not  only  right  in  his 
I  facts  and  conclusions,  but  he  assigned  the  true 
reason  for  the  constant  depreciation  in  the  price  of 
1  protected  imports. 

It  is  American  skill,  industry,  and  interprise, 
stimulated  by  both  foreign  and  domestic  competi¬ 
tion. 

When  there  is  no  domestic  product  to  come  in 
competition  with  the  dutiable  import,  this  constant 
reduction  does  not  take  place;  and  if  it  did,  it 
could  not  affect  the  revenue;  because  the  low^er  the 
price,  the  larger  will  be  the  amount  of  the  import, 
when  there  is  no  domestic  product  to  come  in  com¬ 
petition  with  it,  or  supply  any  part  of  the  demand. 
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But.  all  this  diminution  in  price,  resulting  from 
competition  between  domestic  and  foreign  manu¬ 
facturers,  presupposes  the  existence  of  manufac¬ 
turing  establishments  in  this  country.  Yet  it  is 
very  clear,  and  the  history  of  manufactures  in  this 
country  proves,  that  manufactures  cannot  be  es¬ 
tablished  at  all,  without  some  protection  to  coun¬ 
teract  the  effect  of  the  difference  between  the  wages 
of  labor  in  this  country  and  in  Europe.  The  im¬ 
provements  in  labor-saving  machinery,  skill,  and 
economy,  (which,  as  the  gentleman  supposes,  will 
ultimately  enable  us  to  overcome  entirely  the  dif¬ 
ference  in  cost  of  labor,  and  manufacture  as  cheap 
as  any  other  country,)  is  the  result  of  long,  pain¬ 
ful,  and  dear-bought  experience.  This  experience 
cannot  be  had  until  manufactures  are  established. 
And  when  established,  they  must  be  sustained 
long  enough  to  give  an  opportunity  for  testing  the 
various  experiments  and  processes  which  maybe 
necessary  to  ascertain  what  are  the  best  and  cheap¬ 
est  modes  of  production.  And  this  is  all  that  the 
friends  of  protection  have  ever  asked.  If  they 
can  have  the  aid  of  their  Government  as  long  as 
the  inventor  is  guarantied  the  exclusive  use  of  his 
invention,  they  will  then  be  willing  either  to  set 
competition  at  defiance,  or  abandon  their  business. 

The  gentleman  from  South  Carolina  says  that 
when  the  fertile  lands  of  the  West  are  filled  up, 
and  the  laborer  cannot  have  them  to  fly  to,  to  es¬ 
cape  low  wages,  that  we  shall  then  manufacture 
the  great  mass  of  the  productions  that  are  now 
imported.  In  this,  I  have  no  doubt,  he  is  correct 
also.  And  the  great  question  for  Congress  and 
the  country  to  decide  is,  whether  we  shall  post¬ 
pone  the  introduction  of  manufactures  until  we  are 
driven  to  it,  to  find  employment  for  our  population 
at  starving  wages;  or  whether  we  shall  encourage 
their  introduction,  by  protecting  them  in  their  in¬ 
fancy,  and  by  diversifying  the  pursuits  of  our 

Ele  now,  and  by  increasing  the  rewards  of 
r,  postpone  to  some  remote  and  distant  day, "if 
not  forever,  the  time  when  labor  shall  be  driven  by 
want  to  seek  employment  at  inadequate  wages. 

The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Jones] 
also  anticipates  the  “  good  time  coming,”  when 
ill-paid  labor  will  secure  low-priced  products,  and 
thereby  destroy  the  revenue  arising  from  duties  on 
imports,  and  usher  in  the  political  millennium  of 
free  trade  and  direct  taxation.  There  is  no  neces¬ 
sity  for  that  close,  intimate,  and  unrestrained  com¬ 
mercial  intercourse  which  carries  with  it  equality 
in  the  wages  of  labor;  and  every  one  knows  that  a 
free  and  unrestrained  exchange  of  the  products  of 
labor  must  of  necessity  ultimately  result  in  an 
equality  in  the  wages  of  labor.  The  reason  why 
the  wages  of  labor  in  this  country  have  not  yet 
been  affected  by  our  commercial  relations  with 
Europe  is,  first,  because  our  immense  wild  lands 
furnish  a  better  subsistence  to  the  laborer  than 
starving  wages  in  a  manufacturing  establishment; 
and,  second,  because  the  American  manufacturer 
has  always  been  protected  to  some  extent  by 
duties  on  imports,  which  has  enabled  him  to  give 
better  wages  than  is  paid  by  European  manufac¬ 
turers;  and  whenever  the  duties  have  been  so  re¬ 
duced  that  the  manufacturer  cannot  give  remuner¬ 
ating  wages,  the  laborer  has  sought  employment 
in  other  pursuits,  such  as  clearing  and  cultivating 
the  wild  lands  of  the  West,  or  in  digging  canals 
and  making  railroads. 

The  gentleman  from  South  Carolina  is  looking 


forward  to  the  time  when  the  increase  of  popula¬ 
tion  will  be  so  great,  and  these  sources  of  employ¬ 
ment  so  far  exhausted,  that  the  supply  of  labor 
will  exceed  the  demand,  and  that  low  wages  will 
enable  us  to  manufacture  the  great  mass  of  the 
commodities  which  we  now  import. 

Now,  sir,  I  regard  such  a  state  of  things  as  the 
greatest  calamity  that  could  befal  this  nation. 
And  I  believe  it  may  be  prevented  for  a  period 
beyond  which  we  cannot  undertake  to  provide,  if 
not  indefinitely.  To  do  this,  we  should  multiply 
by  proper  and  judicious  laws  the  sources  for  the 
profitable  employment  of  labor.  Instead  of  con¬ 
fining  the  labor  of  the  country  to  agriculture  and 
public  works,  we  should  direct  a  portion  of  it  to 
manufactures,  and  thereby  increase  the  demand 
and  enhance  the  price,  so  that  the  laborer  may 
always  find  a  liberal  reward  for  his  toil,  and  be¬ 
come  a  profitable  customer  both  to  the  farmer  and 
the  manufacturer. 

If  I  understood  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
[Mr.  Molony,]  he  ridiculed  the  idea  of  creating 
a  home  market  for  the  agricultural  products  of  the 
country.  He  supposes  that  there  cannot  be  a  con¬ 
suming  population  in  this  country  that  is  capable 
of  consuming  all  of  its  agricultural  products.  I 
am  not  aware  that  any  advocate  of  protection  has 
ever  proposed  to  prevent  the  exportation  of  agri¬ 
cultural  products.  And  I  suppose  the  foreign 
demand  will  not  be  diminished  by  building  up  a 
home  market.  Europe  buys  our  productions  be¬ 
cause  she  needs  them,  and  not  as  a  mere  matter  of 
accommodation.  So  long  as  her  necessities  con¬ 
tinue,  so  long  she  will  continue  to  buy  from  us, 
unless  we  have  a  better  market  at  home  and  re¬ 
fuse  to  sell  to  her. 

If  we  do  not  continue  to  sell  to  her  it  will  be  our 
own  fault,  and  because  we  can  do  better  at  home, 
which  I  suppose  will  be  no  great  calamity  for  us. 
It  is  no  answer  to  this  argument,  to  say  that  if  we 
do  not  buy  her  manufactured  products,  that  she 
cannot  pay  us  for  our  commodities.  Her  popula¬ 
tion  must  be  fed,  and  therefore  must  have  employ¬ 
ment.  If  we  do  not  buy  their  iron,  and  woolen 
and  cotton  fabrics,  they  must  sell  them  elsewhere 
for  silks,  tea  and  coffee,  and  such  commodities  as 
we  do  buy,  or  abandon  to  some  extent  their  present 
pursuits,  and  engage  in  the  production  of  such 
things  as  we  do  want,  and  exchange  these  with  us 
for  our  products.  Nor  is  it  any  answer  to  this 
to  say,  that  if  we  do  not  buy  their  fabrics,  that  they 
will  buy  from  other  nations  who  will.  They  will 
always  buy  where  they  can  buy  cheapest.  And 
if  they  can  buy  a  bushel  of  German  wheat  now 
for  $1  25,  they  will  not  give  us  $1  26.  And  so  it 
will  continue,  whether  we  buy  their  fabrics  or  not. 
The  creation  of  a  home  market,  therefore,  does 
not  deprive  us  of  the  foreign,  but  creates  an  addi¬ 
tional  market,  that  of  necessity  enhances  the  price 
of  our  products.  But  I  cannot  see  that  there  is 
any  impossibility  in  creating  a  home  market  for  all 
our  agricultural  products. 

The  farmers  of  the  United  States  annually  ex¬ 
change  their  entire  products  for  the  productions 
of  the  industry  of  other  persons,  who  are  engaged 
in  other  pursuits. 

I  do  not  mean  that  they  consume  or  destroy  all 
they  earn,  but  their  profits  and  accumulations  are 
not  hoarded  away  in  coin,  but  are  reinvested  in 
some  product  of  the  industry  of  others.  Now,  if 
the  products  for  which  a  farmer  exchanges  his 
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crops,  are  all  the  products  of  the  labor  of  our  own 
citizens,  then  it  follows  of  necessity  that  the  home 
market  is  sufficient.  It  is  no  matter  whether  the 
commodities  which  he  buys  are  manufactured 
here,  or  in  Europe;  they  will  pay  for  the  same 
amount  of  his  products  in  the  one  case  as  in  the 
other. 

And  it  has  always  seemed  to  me  that  the  farmer 
and  manufacturer  are  both  gainers  by  living  close 
together,  as  they  thereby  save  the  expense  of  dis¬ 
tant  transportation.  I  presume  no  one  is  prepared 
now  to  say  any  thing  definite  as  to  the  amount, 
that  the  duty  should  be  either  increased  or  dimin¬ 
ished  on  any  particular  commodity. 

But  with  others,  I  am  prepared  to  state  the  prin¬ 
ciples  by  which  I  would  be  governed  in  adjusting 
the  duties.  In  the  first  place,  I  would  put  up  the 
duties  on  such  articles  as  are  produced  in  this 
country,  to  the  highest  revenue  point.  If  that  pro¬ 
duced  revenue  enough,  I  would  abolish  the  duties 
on  everything  else 

If  it  raised  more  than  was  necessary,  I  would 
raise  the  duties  a  little  higher  on  protected  articles, 
so  as  to  check  imports  and  diminish  the  revenue. 
If  it  did  not  produce  enough,  I  would  levy  the 
balance  upon  foreign  luxuries,  such  as  imported 
silks,  liquors,  and  other  articles  consumed  mainly 
by  the  rich,  and  not  produced  in  this  country. 
Further,  I  agree  with  the  President’s  message,  in 
substituting  specific  for  ad  valorem  duties.  I  am 
opposed  to  ad  valorem  duties,  not  only  on  account 
of  the  facilities  for  fraud  which  they  furnish,  but 
because  they  create  a  sort  of  sliding  scale  against 
protection. 

Thus,  when  railroad  iron  was  selling  at  $70  per 
ton,  and  no  protection  was  necessary,  then  your 
thirty  percent,  ad  valorem  amounted  to  $21  per  ton. 
But  when  it  went  down  to  $25  per  ton,  and  your 
manufactures  were  broken  down  by  foreign  com¬ 
petition,  your  thirty  per  cent,  amounted  to  only 
$7  50  per  ton.  Now,  a  specific  duty  of  $15  per 
ton  would  probably  yield  more  revenue,  and  af¬ 
ford  ample  protection,  while  the  average  cost  of 
imported  railroad  iron  would  probably  not  exceed 
what  it  does  under  the  thirty  per  cent,  ad  valorem 
duty. 

But  an  ad  valorem  duty  lacks  uniformity  and 
stability,  which  is  the  essential  thing  for  a  tariff 
for  protection. 

Mr.  JONES,  of  Pennsylvania.  The  gentleman 
did  not  understand  me.  I  did  not  speak  as  the 
representative  of  the  iron  interest.  I  hope  I  was 
not  so  understood.  I  do  not  wish  to  be  under¬ 
stood  as  representing  the  iron  interest  or  any  par¬ 
ticular  interest,  as  I  am  not  authorized  to  speak  in 
that  capacity* 

Mr.  STANTON.  Of  course  I  take  the  dis¬ 
claimer  and  explanation.  I  understood  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  say  that  he  was  the  representative  of  a 
district  producing  iron,  and  so  far  as  his  knowl¬ 
edge  extended,  that  there  were  many  intelligent 
Whigs  who  do  not  want  any  change  from  ad  va¬ 
lorem  duties. 

Mr.  JONES.  The  gentleman  misunderstood 
me.  I  stated  that  so  far  as  my  information  ex¬ 
tended,  many  intelligent  Whigs  had  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  if  they  could  secure  stability,  they 
would  acquiesce  in  ad  valorem  duties — not  that  they 
preferred  it — and  make  no  further  contest  for  spe¬ 
cific. 

Mr.  STANTON.  Just  the  very  point  I  am 


making,  that  of  necessity  there  can  be  no  stability. 
Now,  the  gentleman  says  that  if  they  can  get  sta¬ 
bility  they  will  be  satisfied.  You  cannot  get  sta¬ 
bility  from  the  very  nature  of  things.  1  under¬ 
stood  the  gentleman  at  the  last  session  to  propose, 
that  the  value  6f  imported  iron  at  the  time  of  the 
passage  of  the  tariff  of  1846  should  be  ascertained, 
and  we  should  then  levy  an  ad  valorem  upon  that 
valuation.  That  is  practically  a  specific  duty.  It 
is  not  ad  valorem  at  all.  You  may  as  well  say 
that  there  shall  be  a  duty  of  $20  or  $25  per  ton 
upon  imported  iron  when  it  comes  into  market. 
Practically,  it  will  be  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  JONES.  I  had  notan  opportunity  of  being 
heard  upon  that  occasion.  1  will  state  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  gentleman,  what  I  could  not  say 
at  that  time.  I  did  not  mean  to  say  that  the  val¬ 
uations  should  be  fixed  and  stationary.  My  ob¬ 
ject  was  to  get  a  valuation,  to  be  made  as  nearly 
stationary  as  possible,  by  frequent  appraisements, 
making  it  stationary  for  six  or  twelve  months,  in 
order,  by  taking  averages,  to  get  as  near  as  possi¬ 
ble  to  a  condition  of  stability.  Appraisements 
throughout  the  country  should  be  made  in  differ¬ 
ent  ports,  and  the  appraisers  should  meet  twice  a 
year  or  oftener,  and  ascertain  the  average  valua¬ 
tion,  and  for  the  sake  of  stability  let  that  remain 
until  the  next  meeting.  In  that  point  of  view  an 
arrangement  of  this  kind  might  be  satisfactory, 
though  it  was  a  mere  suggestion  to  meet  a  certain 
contingency,  if  that  should  become  necessary. 

Mr.  STANTON.  If  I  understand  the  first 
proposition,  it  amounts  to  this:  He  proposes  pe¬ 
riodically  to  fix  a  specific  duty  through  the  in¬ 
strumentality  of  appraisers;  for  this  is  substantially 
the  gentleman’s  proposition.  After  all,  it  is  a 
confession  that  your  ad  valorems  are  unstable  and 
fluctuating,  and  cannot  be  relied  upon  as  protect¬ 
ive  duties  at  all;  and  it  is  a  confession  of  the 
soundness  of  the  views  of  the  President’s  message, 
that  specific  duties  are  preferable.  I  understand 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Jones]  to 
say,  that  he,  as  a  representative  of  the  iron  man¬ 
ufacturers  of  that  State,  prefers  ad  valorem  to  spe¬ 
cific  duties.  Well,  sir,  there  is  no  accounting  for 
tastes;  and  as  I  take  it  for  granted  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  understands  the  interest 
of  his  immediate  constituents  better  than  I  do,  I 
shall  vote  with  him  for  retaining  the  ad  valorem 
duty  upon  iron;  unless  indeed  1  should  find  that 
some  of  his  colleagues  who  represent  the  same  in¬ 
terests,  should  differ  with  him;  and  then  I  shall 
be  compelled  to  exercise  my  own  judgment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  it  is  claimed  with  great 
confidence  that  public  opinion  has  been  repeatedly 
expressed  against  protection  at  the  ballot-box.  I 
do  not  think  so. 

There  are  always  so  many  elements  entering  into 
j  a  presidential  contest,  that  it  is  difficult  to  tell 
1  whether  any,  or  if  any,  what  principle  or  measure 
of  public  policy  is  approved  by  the  election  of  one 
candidate,  or  the  defeat  of  another. 

Different  issues  are  made  in  different  sections  of 
the  country.  In  one  part  of  the  country  a  Demo¬ 
crat  evades  and  slides  round  the  tariff  issue,  and 
in  another,  a  Whig  does  the  same  thing.  But 
one  thing  I  do  know,  and  that  is,  that  the  whole 
Democratic  party  in  this  House  have  never  “  faced 
the  music”  fair  and  square  upon  this  tariff  ques¬ 
tion.  There  seems  to  be  a  manifest  reluctance 
from  some  quarters  to  risk  an  appeal  to  the  peo- 


pie  upon  the  naked  and  direct  question  of  protec¬ 
tion  or  free  trade.  And  it  is  my  solemn  conviction 
that  if  you  could  take  the  verdict  of  the  people 
upon  this  question  alone,  upon  full  and  fair  dis- 
oussion,  that  a  majority  would  be  found  in  favor 
sf  the  principle  of  protection  1  know  that  it  is 
co  connected  and  identified  with  party  politics, 
that  we  can  hardly  expect  any  fixed  settled  policy 
upon  the  subject. 

What  is  done  by  one  party  when  it  is  in  power, 
is  almost  certain  to  be  undone  by  the  other  so 
soon  as  it  obtains  power.  However  pernicious 


and  deplorable  such  a  state  of  things  may  be,  it 
seems  nevertheless  to  be  unavoidable.  And  the 
only  hope  seems  to  me  to  be,  that  the  progress  and 
improvement  that  is  making  in  labor-saving  ma¬ 
chinery,  may  enable  many  branches  of  manufac¬ 
tures  to  dispense  to  so  great  an  extent  with  man¬ 
ual  labor,  that  they  may  be  able  to  live  and  sustain 
themselves  by  the  aid  of  such  little  snatches  of 
incidental  protection  as  they  may  get  under  a  Dem¬ 
ocratic  tariff,  and  such  honest,  old-fashioned  pro¬ 
tection  as  they  may  occasionally  get  under  Whig 
ruley' 


